




















Re: Foreman’s House at Floyd Lamb Park 

Kristen Brown <knbrown@shpo.nv.gov>
Wed 4/22/2020 4:39 PM

To:  Diane Siebrandt <dsiebrandt@lasvegasnevada.gov>

Hi Diane,

OK, thanks for the information. I spoke with our Deputy SHPO about this to get her thoughts 
as well.

As we discussed on the phone, I first recommend researching whether the City is able to 
return the product for a refund, or is able to use the product somewhere else. If that isn't 
possible, you will have to submit more information to our office.

Due to the current quarantine, getting an independent/unbiased condition assessment of the 
Foreman's House roof and its performance after 12 years is probably not going to happen. 
Instead, we will need to see high-resolution photographs of the Foreman's House roof, 
including some taken from various distances and several detail shots of the shingles 
themselves. I noticed some cupping and warping of the shingles and some areas where they 
did not appear to be laying flat. That should be documented.

I determined that the covenant was recorded in June 2007, so it would have been in place 
when that roof was installed.  I don't have a record that the roof was coordinated through out 
office. However, as I explained, even if that roof was coordinated with our office, any 
decisions made in 2007 would not set a precedent for this current review. 

The CeDUR shingles are a relatively new product that has only been available for a little over 
20 years. Because of this, there isn't enough data on the performance and longevity of the 
product, or its appearance over time, especially in a harsh climate like Las Vegas, with the 
intense heat, sun, and wind.  In general our office is not able to recommend or approve 
substitute materials that don't have a proven track record over time.

We ask that you submit the following for our review: 

• The high-resolution photographs;
• A sample of a CeDUR shingle (if the City does not have one available to send, one may 

be obtained from the manufacturer); and
• And and explanation (on City letterhead) of the oversight in ordering the shingles 

without prior approval.

It is likely that our office will have to forward the information to the Commission for Cultural 
Centers and Historic Preservation for their review and decision since installing the shingles 
will not meet the Standards or the intent of the covenant.

Thank you, and let me know if you have questions. 



Kristen Brown
Architectural Historian 
Nevada State Historic Preservation Office
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
knbrown@shpo.nv.gov
(775) 684-3439

From: Diane Siebrandt <dsiebrandt@lasvegasnevada.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 4:10 PM
To: Kristen Brown
Subject: Foreman’s House at Floyd Lamb Park 

Hi Kristen, 

Thanks for your phone call yesterday. The roof on the Foreman’s House at Floyd Lamb Park was 
installed late 2008/early 2009, I’m still trying to locate the paperwork to get exact dates. 

Best
Diane

Diane C. Siebrandt, PhD
Historic Preservation Officer
Department of Planning | Long Range Planning Section
702.229.2476 | dsiebrandt@lasvegasnevada.gov
333 N. Rancho Dr,3rd Floor | Las Vegas, NV 89106
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April 14, 2020

Diane C. Siebrandt, PhD

Historic Preservation Officer

City of Las Vegas Dept. of Planning

333 N. Rancho Drive, 3rd Floor

Las Vegas, NV 89106

RE: Hay Barn Rehabilitation, Floyd Lamb Park at Tule Springs, 9200 Tule Springs Road, Las Vegas,

Clark County, Nevada.

Dear Ms. Siebrandt:

The Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO; defined as "State" in the Commission for Cultural

Affairs Covenants) has reviewed the scope of work received March 4, 2020 for the Hay Barn

rehabilitation project at the National Register listed Tule Springs Ranch (in Floyd Lamb Park) in
accordance with the CCA Covenant that remains in effect until December 31, 2034.

The City of Las Vegas (City) proposes to rehabilitate the historic hay barn at Tule Springs Ranch for
adaptive reuse as an event center. The SHPO previously provided comments and questions in a letter

dated January 18, 2019 and in emails dated September 16, September 30, and December 14, 2019. In

that correspondence, our office requested additional information regarding a number of items,

including: seismic bracing; interior truss bracing; masonry work; new egress doors; removable security

nylon mesh / bird netting attachments; cupola access stairs within the trusses; roofing material; rear

"yard" fencing; water tank/pump house; and site lighting.

The SHPO has reviewed the current submission in accordance with The Secretary of the Interior's

Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards), and has the

following comments and recommendations:

Hay Barn Rehabilitation

• The proposed stabilization includes upgraded foundations, steel C-channel columns, and

diagonal threaded-rod bracing at each corner of the building. In addition, new steel gusset

plates will be added to the existing trusses and new wood sheathing will be installed on top of

the existing diagonal roof sheathing. The infill and/or bracing originally proposed for the wall
openings is no longer part of the scope. The proposed scope of work is in keeping with the

recommendations developed by structural engineer Mel Green and is an acceptable method of

stabilizing this building with minimal intervention.

• The submission specifies that historic masonry will be removed and replaced in-kind only as

necessary for the stabilization work to occur. In addition, where mortar repair is required, the

new mortar will match the old in color, texture, and tooling.

• Six new exits will be added to the building, four on the rear elevation and two on the front

(south) elevation. Our office notes that the proposed location of the south doors was moved
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Diane Siebrandt
April 14, 2020

away from the center of the facade based on our previous recommendation. Non-historic gates

on the east and west elevations will be replaced. The proposed new doors and replacement

doors will be of a compatible design. However, there is a discrepancy in the drawing set: the

floor plan drawing 2 indicates that the south doors are to be located within the third bays from

the ends of the building. However, the color elevation renderings illustrated on drawings 4,13,

14, and the structural drawing S001.2 indicate the fourth bay. Per the SHPO's discussion during

a site visit, it was the SHPO's understanding that the new south doors would be located within

the third bays, closer to the ends of this building. Please revise the drawings to show the doors

within the third bays to reflect our discussion.

• The proposed plans specify that a synthetic composite roofing material be used on the building.

The material is designed to mimic the appearance of cedar shakes. As our office expressed

during a site visit, substitute materials such as this are not recommended. The similar shingles

located on the Foreman's House do not appear to have maintained their integrity as the

submission suggests, but instead appear to be cupping and showing signs of deterioration. The

SHPO recommends that a historically appropriate wood shake roof be applied. If wood is not a

feasible option, an asphalt composite shingle that mimics the appearance of wood (i.e., an

"architectural shingle") would be a more appropriate material. Please submit information

regarding alternative roofing materials.

• The submission does not include information about the proposed method of attachment for the

removable security nylon mesh / bird netting. However, our office acknowledges that there is

currently netting in place and replacing it will not adversely affect the building. Please forward a

drawing which illustrates the attachment points for the security nylon mesh / bird netting as

well as specifications for the proposed gauge and color.

• The revised scope of work states that the existing cupola access platform and stairs in the center

of the rooftruss system to be retained. The historic platform and stairs are part of the building's

character. The platform will be strengthened by the addition of two new wood purlins attached

with steel joist hangers. This is an acceptable solution.

• The proposed rehabilitation includes the installation of a sprinkler system which is acceptable.

• The proposed rehabilitation includes the installation of new interior pendant lights. The

proposed lights are acceptable.

Site Improvements

• The submission notes that the preferred fence design for the rear yard will match the existing

fencing at the park. Matching the fencing to the historically appropriate park fencing is
acceptable. The alternative "modern" fence design depicted on several of the drawings

(especially drawing 17) in the submission is not appropriate or compatible for this historic ranch.
Please revise the drawings to indicate a compatible fence design.

• In order to install a sprinkler system in the barn, a small riser room and pump house will be

constructed. The riser room is proposed to be attached to the barn at its southwest corner, and

the pump house will be located nearby. Our office acknowledges that the location of the new

structures due to existing water infrastructure. However, as the south elevation is a primary
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elevation for this building, our office recommends that the riser room addition be located

instead on the west elevation. Photo 3 on page 6 of the .pdf indicates that there are several

utilities already located on this corner of the building. Our office needs written justification for

why the riser room cannot be located on the west elevation or inside the building itself. If it

must be located on the exterior south elevation, the riser room must be designed to be as small

as possible in height, width, and depth. The elevation renderings appear to illustrate walls equal

in height to the barn's masonry walls. There appear to be openings above the wall with posts

leading to a proposed roof just under the barn's existing roof. It is acceptable to our office if

pipes are exposed to the elements (painted to match the building) or located inside the building
if this will help to minimize the size of this addition, especially its height. Perhaps the roof of the
addition can be lowered substantially to match the height of the masonry opening. In order to

understand the design intent of this new addition, please submit a detailed equipment plan and

elevation drawings which clearly indicate proposed materials. Regarding the pump house, its

proposed design is compatible yet differentiated from the historic ranch structures. The SHPO

recommends screening proposed new structures on this historic ranch with vegetation as much

as possible.

• As noted in our email dated December 14, 2019, some of the proposed site lighting appears

modern and "futuristic" in design and is therefore incompatible with this site. The schematic

drawing 20 depicts an alternative light fixture on the far right of the page with an industrial-style
shade. That design is simpler and more appropriate. The other two renderings show on this

drawing are not appropriate for this historic ranch. Please revise this drawing accordingly.

• The proposal specifies that a gazebo be installed in the rear "yard/7 This feature would be largely

out of view from the historic ranch complex and is acceptable.

• The parking lot will be improved, and a small trash enclosure will be constructed. In addition, a

future phase includes the construction of a restroom building east of the barn and largely out of

view of the historic ranch complex. The new structures will be of a compatible yet differentiated

design. The SHPO previously recommended that one of the nearby historic ranch buildings be

adaptively reused as new park restrooms. If that option is not possible, the new restrooms and

trash enclosure should be placed as far away from the barn as possible and out of view.

The submission specifies that surface cleaning will be done using the gentlest means possible and that

chemical and physical treatments will be avoided. In addition, work will stop if archaeological resources

are discovered during construction. Finally, the project will be photographed and documented during

and after work.

In summary, please submit more information to the SHPO for the following items so our office may

complete our review and ensure these items meet the Standards in accordance with the covenant:

1. revised drawings showing the placement of the new south elevation doors to be located within

the third bays from the ends of the building; and

2. other options for roofing materials; and
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3. a drawing illustrating the attachment points for the security nylon mesh / bird netting as well as

specifications including the gauge and color; and

4. revised drawing for the proposed fence; and

5. detailed plan indicating the equipment layout and elevation drawings which clearly indicate

materials for the proposed new riser room addition; and

6. revised drawing for the parking lot lighting.

Thank you for your commitment to this important cultural and architectural resource. If you have

questions concerning this correspondence, please feel free to contact SHPO architectural historian

Kristen Brown at (775) 684-3439 or by.amail at knbrown@shpo.nv.gov.

Rebecca Lynn Palmer

State Historic Preservation Officer


